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its next meeting as the 31st January, 1933, and had decided that the
Bureau, or Steering Committee, of the Conference should meet a week
earlier in order to prepare the agenda for the General Commission.
The meeting of the General Commission was postponed until the
2nd February, but the Bureau met on the 23rd January and remained
in session until the 31st. It decided that the first subject of considera-
tion by the General Commission should be the revised French pro-
posals "which had been submitted to the Bureau in November 19321
but which had not been discussed by the General Commission before
the adjournment.
The Bureau spent some time in an examination of two reports
which had been completed since the middle of December: the
report of a special drafting committee which had been instructed
on the 15th November to prepare texts dealing with the question
of supervision and the functions of the Permanent Disarmament
Commission,2 and the replies to a questionnaire which had been
submitted to the Special Committee on Chemical, Incendiary, and
Bacteriological Weapons.3
In connexion with the draft texts on supervision, an interesting
debate took place in the Bureau on the question of granting legal
immunity to persons who gave information as to alleged breaches of
the provisions of the proposed Disarmament Convention. Under the
existing laws of many countries, such persons would lay themselves
open to a charge of treason, and the French and other delegates, who
attached special importance to the establishment of an efficient
system for supervising the application of the convention, were
strongly of opinion that persons who gave information in good faith
ought to be protected against punitive proceedings. The special case
which these delegates had in mind, of course, was that of Germany,
and it was significant that Herr Nadolny, the German representative,
should have been among the speakers who advocated the abandon-
ment of the attempt to agree upon provisions for legal immunity.
The Bureau finally referred the question for further study to a draft-
ing committee. Herr Nadohay was also in the minority4 which
opposed the adoption of clauses providing that any state might
demand an investigation into the armaments of a particular country
and^that the decision to conduct such an investigation should be
1	See tlie Survey for 1932, pp. 273 seqq.
2	Op. cit, p. 294. The setting-up of a Permanent Disarmament Commission
was provided for in the British draft convention. Its duty would be 6to watch
the execution of the present Convention'.	3 Op. cit., loc. cit.
4 The minority also included Italy. The British delegate also opposed the
proposal for a two-thirds majority.

